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PER CURI AM

Erasnpo Cast enada- Roj as pl ed guilty without the benefit of
a plea agreenent to illegal reentry following a conviction for an
aggravated felony, in violation of 8 U S.C. 88 1326(a), (b)(2)
(2000); and possession of a firearm by an illegal alien, in
violation of 18 U S.C. 88 922(g)(5), 924 (2000). Castenada-Rojas

was sentenced i n February 2005, after the decisionin United States

v. Booker, 125 S. C. 738 (2005). The district court sentenced
Cast enada- Roj as to seventy four nonths’ inprisonnent. He appeals,
claimng his sentence is unreasonable. He alleges the district
court relied exclusively on the sentencing range provided for by

United States Sentencing Guidelines Manual Ch. 5, Pt. A (2004).

After Booker, a sentencing court is no |onger bound by

the range prescribed by the sentencing guidelines. See United

States v. Hughes, 401 F.3d 540, 546 (4th G r. 2005). However, in

determ ning a sentence post-Booker, sentencing courts are stil

required to cal cul ate and consider the guideline range prescribed
thereby as well as the factors set forth in 18 U S. C. § 3553(a)
(2000). Hughes, 401 F.3d at 546. A post-Booker sentence will be
affirmed if it is both reasonable and within the statutorily
prescribed range. 1d. at 546-47. Further, “while we believe that
the appropriate circunstances for inposing a sentence outside the
gui deline range wll depend on the facts of individual cases, we

have no reason to doubt that npbst sentences will continue to fal



within the applicable range.” United States v. Wiite, 405 F. 3d

208, 219 (4th Gr. 2005).

Here, the sentencing transcript clearly indicates the
district court inposed a sentence that was both reasonable and
within the statutorily-prescribed range.’ It stated that the
sent enced i nposed was pursuant to Booker’'s directions and remarked
that it “would have inposed a |arger sentence but for [defense

counsel ’s] comrents,” nmaking clear that it did not deema sentence
bel ow t he gui delines range to be appropriate.

Finding no error, we affirm the district court’s
j udgnent . We di spense with oral argunent because the facts and

| egal contentions are adequately presented in the materials before

the court and argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

“I'llegal reentry after deportation, in violation of 8 U S. C
88 1326(a), (b)(2) (2000), carries an inprisonnent termof not nore
than twenty years. Possession of afirearmby anillegal alien, in
violation of 18 U S. C. 88 922(g)(5), 924 (2000), carries an
i mprisonnment termof not nore than ten years.
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